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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1. Applicant's arguments filed August 15, 2006 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

2. Applicant argues that there is no motivation to combine the Mok and Twyford 
references. Applicant further argues that the modification of Mok in view of Twyford 
renders the Mok invention unsatisfactory for its intended purpose. More specifically, 
applicant argues that the portable system of Mok teaches away from mounting, as is 
disclosed by Twyford. Applicant notes that the mounting of the Mok invention in vehicle 
causes the Mok invention to be non-portable. 

3. MPEP §2145 states that: 

A prior art reference that "teaches away" from the claimed invention is a significant factor to be 
considered in determining obviousness; however, "the nature of the teaching is highly relevant and must 
be weighed in substance. A known or obvious composition does not become patentable simply because it 
has been described as somewhat inferior to some other product for the same use." In re Gurley, 27 F.3d 
551, 554, 31 USPQ2d 1130, 1 132 (Fed. Cir. 1994) (Claims were directed to an epoxy resin based printed 
circuit material. A prior art reference disclosed a polyester-imide resin based printed circuit material, and 
taught that although epoxy resin based materials have acceptable stability and some degree of flexibility, 
they are inferior to polyester-imide resin based materials. The court held the claims would have been 
obvious over the prior art because the reference taught epoxy resin based material was useful for 
applicant's purpose, applicant did not distinguish the claimed epoxy from the prior art epoxy, and 
applicant asserted no discovery beyond what was known to the art.), 
furthermore, "the prior art's mere disclosure of more than one alternative does not 
constitute a teaching away from any of these alternatives because such disclosure does 
not criticize, discredit, or otherwise discourage the solution claimed...." In re Fulton, 391 F.3d 1195, 1201 
73 USPQ2d 1141, 1146 (Fed. Cir. 2004).< 

4. In the instant case, Mok does indeed disclose a "laptop computer" which is 
portable by nature. However, the main thrust of the Mok invention is to dissipate heat 
by maximizing surface area for cooling in a computer where a keyboard lies on top of 
processing apparatus (col. 1 , lines 55-67). Note that this paragraph mentions that the 
invention can be used "particularly for laptop computers" but does not limit the invention 
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as such, and does not make any mention of portability. Further study of the Mok 
reference does not reveal any requirement for or advantage of portability of a computer. 
The Mok reference deals almost entirely with moving a keyboard to dissipate heat, and 
there is no reason to believe that the mounting of a laptop computer would destroy this 
main feature of the reference. It is noted that the claims of the Mok patent do not even 
mention a laptop or portable computer. 

5. It is further noted by the examiner that mounting a laptop computer does not 
destroy many of the advantages of a laptop computer. For instance, a laptop computer 
still takes up less space than a full desktop computer, and as such, is easier to fit in a 
small space in a vehicle. Further, a laptop does not require separate components like 
keyboards and mice. It is for reasons like these that mounting of a laptop is desirable. 
In fact, it is noted that entire companies are dedicated to the mounting of laptops in 
vehicles (see http://www.mobiledesk.com/ for instance). Clearly this mounting must be 
advantageous to at least some laptop users. 

6. With respect to applicant's argument that Twyford's system is physically 
incompatible with a laptop computer, examiner again notes MPEP § 2145: 

"The test for obviousness is not whether the features of a secondary reference may be 
bodily incorporated into the structure of the primary reference.... Rather, the test is what 
the combined teachings of those references would have suggested to those of ordinary 
skill in the art." In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 425, 208 USPQ 871, 881 (CCPA 1981). 
See also In re Sneed, 710 F.2d 1544, 1550, 218 USPQ 385, 389 (Fed. Cir. 1983) ("[l]t 
is not necessary that the inventions of the references be physically combinable to render 
obvious the invention under review."); and In re Nievelt, 482 F.2d 965, 179 USPQ 
224, 226 (CCPA 1973) ("Combining the teachings of references does not involve an 
ability to combine their specific structures."). 

7. Regardless of the fact that Twyford mounts a desktop computer and Mok 
discloses a laptop computer, the teachings of Twyford would suggest to one skilled in 
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the art the obviousness of adding features such as a mounted display means and a 
keyboard with multiple projected positions to Mok in order to obtain a more stable but 
also more flexible invention as disclosed by col. 1, lines 44-54 of Twyford. 

Claim Objections 

8. Claim 6 is objected to because of the following informalities: the phrase "the only 
the part of the display surface free from overlapping" in lines 4-5 is grammatically 
incorrect. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

10. Claims 1-3, 7-9, 15-17, 21-23, and 27-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Mok (U.S. Patent 6,008,986) in view of Twyford (U.S. Patent 
6,386,413) 

11. As to claims 1,15, and 21 , claim 1 recites "A display apparatus comprising: a 
mounted displaying means for displaying visual information". Mok discloses "a 
display... placed in the upper housing portion... of the computer housing" (col. 2, lines 
50-52). Figures 1-5 of Mok show a display panel (element 24) mounted on a computer 
housing. Claim 1 further recites "an operating means for outputting a predetermined 
signal to control an operation of a device". Mok further discloses operating means, in 
the form of a keyboard: "A keyboard is placed on top of the lower portion of the 
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computer housing" (col. 2, lines 53-54). Finally, Claim 1 recites "a supporting means for 
supporting said operating means, said supporting means being provided near a 
peripheral portion of said displaying means, said operating means being rotatable on 
said supporting means about a horizontal axis". Mok discloses supporting means for 
supporting the operating means, in the form of a mechanical link, provided near a 
peripheral portion of the display (see fig. 3; col. 2, lines 53-67; col. 3, lines 1-11). This 
disclosure also shows that the operating means is pivotable, or rotatable, on the 
supporting means with respect to the displaying means and is projected forward. Since 
the operating means is also lifted on one side (fig. 3), it has rotated about a horizontal 
axis. 

Mok does not disclose a mounted displaying means being mounted in a fixed 
position in an automotive vehicle, nor does Mok disclose multiple operating projected 
positions. Twyford, however, discloses display means mounted fixedly on a dashboard 
(col. 4, lines 12-33; note the complexity of the mounting process, this inevitably results 
in a non-mobile computer). Twyford further discloses a keyboard that is used in multiple 
projected positions (col. 4, lines 57-67). The motivation for a "fixed" display is to 
improve stability and the motivation for multiple projected positions is to increase 
flexibility (col. 1 , lines 44-54). It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to 
modify Mok to use fixed display means and multiple keyboard positions in order to 
improve stability and flexibility as taught by Twyford. 

12. As to claims 2, 16, and 22, Claim 2 recites "The display apparatus as claimed in 
claim 1 , wherein said operating means is set, at a time of non-operation, to a first 
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position in which an operating surface faces a display surface of said displaying 
means". Mok discloses that "When the upper portion or display panel... is swung closed 
or downwardly, an opposite movement of the mechanism takes place, and the 
keyboard... moves back into the rest position" (col. 3, lines 58-62). It is clearly shown by 
Figure 6 of Mok that the display means and the operating means (keyboard) are facing 
each other in this "rest position". The "rest position" disclosed by Mok is equivalent to 
the "time of non-operation" recited by Claim 2. 

Claim 2 further recites that the operating means is "set, at a time of operation, to 
a second position in which, rotating said first position, use of said operating surface to 
initiate the operation is accessible for use". Mok discloses that "When the laptop 
computer 50 is swung open, as shown in FIGS. 4 and 5, the lower bar 56 is pulled 
towards the rear of the computer 50. This movement of the lower bar 56 rotates the 
gears 62 counter-clockwise and forces the upper bar 56 to move towards the front of 
the computer. As a result, the keyboard 26 is slid outwardly towards the front and 
concurrently tilted upwardly" (col. 3, lines 51-58). This outward and upward keyboard 
movement, after the pivoting or rotation of position, is done so that the user can use the 
keyboard for operation, as in Claim 2. 

13. As to claims 3, 17, and 23, claim 3 recites "The display apparatus as claimed in 
claim 2, wherein said supporting means comprises an arm portion, said arm portion 
being housed when said operating means is set to said first position". Mok discloses 
that "said lower bar having an extension arm journaled to said display panel [that] 
displaces said lower bar to tilt said keyboard angularly upwardly while concurrently 
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causing said lower bar to rotate said gears and sliding the upper bar and the therewith 
attached keyboard forwardly and outwardly relative to the housing" (col. 4, lines 40-54). 
Clearly this describes an arm portion that projects the operating means (keyboard) 
forward from the displaying means when used. 

Claim 3 further recites "[the arm portion] being projected forward when said 
operating means is set to said second position so as to separate said displaying means 
from said operating means". Mok discloses that "closing of said display panel causes 
said lower bar to move forwardly so as to lower the keyboard into the housing" (col. 4, 
lines 55-61). This describes an arm portion moving back into the housing with the 
operating means (keyboard) when the operating means are not used. 

14. As to claims 7 and 27, claim 7 recites "The display apparatus as claimed in claim 
2, wherein the second position is a position in which the operating surface of said 
operating means forms an obtuse angle relative to the display surface of said displaying 
means." Figures 2 and 5 of Mok clearly show the display surface (element 22) at an 
obtuse angle with the operating means (keyboard, element 26). 

15. As to claims 8 and 28, claim 8 recites "The display apparatus as claimed in claim 
1 , further comprising an angle adjusting means for adjusting an angle to be formed 
between the operating surface of said operating means and the display surface of said 
displaying means." Mok discloses that the display panel is "pivotable between a folded 
down closed position and upwardly raised open positions" (col. 5, lines 31-33). The 
display panel is pivotable with respect to the operating panel and therefore an angle 
adjustment takes place every time the display panel is pivoted. 
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16. As to claims 9 and 29, Mok in view of Twyford discloses the display apparatus as 
claimed in claim 1 . Twyford further discloses a display apparatus installed in an 
automobile (fig. 3). 

17. Claims 4, 6, 18, 24, and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Mok in view of Twyford, and further in view of Batio (U.S. Patent 
5,949,643). 

1 8. As to claims 4, 1 8, and 24, claim 4 recites "The display apparatus as claimed in 
claim 2, wherein, when said operating means is set to said first position, said displaying 
means makes a display only on a display surface which is free from overlapping with 
said operating means." Mok in view of Twyford teaches a display apparatus as claimed 
in claim 2. Neither Mok nor Twyford teaches displaying means that makes a display 
only on a display surface which is free from overlapping. Batio, however, discloses "a 
dual LCD display or split screen 101, with each section being pivotally attached to a 
keyboard half-section. Each half of the split-screen is independently, pivotally mounted 
so that each may be moved separately" (col. 8, lines 14-24). Batio further discloses that 
the screens can be used simultaneously for different purposes: "one half of the split- 
screen 101 may be used for normal computer functions, such as word processing, by 
means of the first microprocessor, whereas the second half of the split screen 1 01 may 
be used for playing video games via the dedicated game-microprocessor" (col. 8, lines 
50-56). Batio discloses many advantages of a split display, such as for two-player 
game play (col. 3, lines 61-67; col. 4, lines 1-4) and for use as a translation device (col. 
9, lines 15-23). Batio also discloses that the split screen allows the device to be 
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"compactly stored" (col. 2, lines 5-11). Being pivotally mounted, these screens can be 
folded down onto the operating means (keyboard half-section). It is also shown that the 
two screens can be used independently of each other. If one screen is in use (free from 
overlapping means), and the other is folded-down and not in use (not free from 
overlapping means), only the display surface that is free from overlapping means will be 
used, as in Claim 4. It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to modify Mok 
in view of Twyford to include a split display, in which only the part of the display free 
from overlapping means would be used, in order to make the device more useful as 
taught by Batio. 

19. As to claims 6 and 26, claim 6 recites "The display apparatus as claimed in claim 
2, wherein said displaying means displays the visual information in a plurality of 
screens, and wherein, in case the display means is to make a display the visual 
information when said operating means is set to said first position, the only the part of 
the display surface free from overlapping with said operating means is operable to 
display the visual information, and wherein, in case the display means is to display the 
visual information when said operating means is set to said second position, all of the 
display surface is operable to display the visual information." Mok in view of Twyford 
teaches a display apparatus as claimed in claim 2. Neither Mok nor Twyford teaches a 
divided display when operating means are set to first position or second position. Batio, 
however, discloses a divided display on the entire display surface: "one half of the split- 
screen 101 may be used for normal computer functions, such as word processing, by 
means of the first microprocessor, whereas the second half of the split screen 101 may 
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be used for playing video games via the dedicated game-microprocessor" (col. 8, lines 
50-56). This describes a divided display on all of the display surface. Also, since Batio 
states that the screens can be used independently of one another (see rejection of 
Claim 4), and functions such as word processing and video games use divided displays 
to show information, toolbars, etc., it is implied that Batio's invention would display a 
divided display on only one screen if the other screen was not free from overlapping 
means. In this way, Batio is describing a divided display made only on the display 
surface free from overlapping with operating means. It would have been obvious to 
modify Mok in view of Twyford to include a divided display available on part or all of a 
screen, in order to allow users to perform multiple tasks at one time as taught by Batio. 
20. Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Mok in 
view of Twyford and Batio and further in view of Suga (U.S. Patent 4,800,376). 

None of Mok, Twyford, or Batio discloses an invention wherein said displaying 
means changes a displaying scale depending on a size of the display surface available 
for displaying. Suga, however, discloses a tiled display system in which an encoder 
enlarges a display corresponding to the size of the total display, in this case the number 
of decoders for displays (col. 2, lines 47-57). The motivation for this is that more 
screens comprise a larger display that can be seen by more people (col. 1, lines 30-35). 
It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to modify Mok, Twyford, and Batio to 
change a display scale depending on the size of a display surface in order to make a 
display larger to attract the attention of more people as taught by Suga. 
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21. Claims 10-12 and 30-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Mok in view of Twyford and further in view of Ames (U.S. Patent 
4,787,040). 

22. As to claims 1 0 and 30, Mok in view of Twyford discloses the display apparatus 
as claimed in claim 1 . Mok in view of Twyford does not disclose an invention wherein 
said operating means permits a user to operate one or more devices, the predetermined 
signal being output to the device being operated by the user. Ames, however, discloses 
an operating means that operates many devices, such as climate control and a CD 
player (fig. 3). The motivation for this is to provide a single interface for many 
computerized automobile functions, such as an electronic compass display and 
appointment calendar (col. 2, lines 20-43). It would have been obvious to one skilled in 
the art to modify Mok in view of Twyford to operate one or more devices in order to 
provide a single interface for many functions as taught by Ames. 

23. As to claims 1 1 and 31 , Mok in view of Twyford and further in view of Ames 
discloses the display apparatus as claimed in claim 10. Ames further discloses an 
invention wherein the displaying means is used to display visual information relating to 
the user's operation of the device via the operating means (fig. 3; coL 5, lines 33-62). 

24. As to claims 1 2 and 32, Mok in view of Twyford and further in view of Ames 
discloses the display apparatus as claimed in claim 1 1 . Ames further discloses an 
invention wherein the one or more devices include at least one of an audio device, an 
image reproducing device, and a navigation device (fig. 3; col. 5, lines 33-62). 

Conclusion 
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25. Claims 5, 13, 14, 20, 25, 33, and 34 are allowed. 

26. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Aaron M. Richer whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
7790. The examiner can normally be reached on weekdays from 8:30AM-5:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kee Tung can be reached on (571) 272-7794. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

AMR 
10/24/06 




